
Q52
Please comment on your personal experiences over the past 2 calendar years (2019-2020) at EPA with the clearance process (for any scientific products to which you contributed) and/or include any suggestions for improvement. 
Experiences can include internal clearance and/or cross-agency or inter-agency review.

1 No
2 We don't have a transparent clearance process.
3 NA
4 N/A
5 Timeliness tends to fall by the wayside.
6 The only hurdles I've experienced with clearance for published work had to do with 
substantive comments that were clearly related to science.

7 Managers (non-technical) take more time to review a document (weeks) and provide very
little time (1-2 days) to technical people to work on the document.  This result inefficiency 
due to numerous times of review by layers of reviewers and inclusion of statements that are 
contradictory or incorrect.  Allow scientists to review the document before releasing.  
Empowerment of employee is good thing, however, the series of meeting  could be 
avoided.

8 No comment
9 No major change from other years; the process always seems to change a little bit due to 
new systems or organizational modification.

10 Too many reviewers.  1st or 2nd line supervisors should have the authority for final review 
and clear documents.

11 The amount and quality of the research work that we do is severely negatively impacted by 
the high amount of work that we do, the high administrative burden, and the shortage of 
staff and funding.

12 Hire more FTE
13 Submitted an abstract for a scientific meeting but abstract was never reviewed due to 

managers being too busy so I did not attend or present at the meeting.
14 Too many factors: visibility, priority, laps in appointees.
15

QA department wildly inconsistent and reviews take absurd amounts of time to complete.
16 There were too many bureaucratic layers imposed.
17 Reduce the amount of products needing clearance internal to EPA.  The process is 

burdensome and unnecessary.

(b) (6)





34 Positive experiences as a member of the  team and working on 
communication products.

35 Sometimes a  was held up from approval without clear understanding why except a 
political appointee did not like it.

36 I honestly don't know what the policy is in . I've had political and career review of a 
presentation at a conference but it seemed ad hoc and arbitrary.

37 quality of internal technical review is sometimes lacking; QA review is not consistent across 
divisions or centers

38  was a lying, evil pawn for anti-science politicians and their lobbyists.
39 I have had no experiences in this area.
40 NA
41 The clearance process can be long, which is difficult especially for EPA scientists who are 

collaborating with external scientific partners. It is not always clear when a product falls into 
different categories requiring additional review (

42 My supervisor and SES levels were direct and honest with me.  The political levels were 
unclear to me, and it wasn't clear what would catch their attention, or what the hold up was 
if it did.  Luckily I only had one report that did, and I don't think it was a scientific issue that 
held it up, but I don't really know.

43 Time required for clearance of technical reports has been very inconsistent. From my 
understanding, this is largely attributable to staffing shortages.

44 Very little experience with process.
45 My manuscript was on hold for two years by  and . In the end, nothing was 

controversial in this manuscript and EPA asked for only a few minor changes before 
publication.

46 Don't think I have done any work requiring clearances.
47 The clearance procedure is too arduous and involves too many levels of approval for routine 

(non-high profile topics) products. It leaves us more vulnerable to scientific integrity issues 
when so many people "hands" touch these products.

48 Little to no experience w/ internal clearance process issues

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (5), (b) (6)

(b) (6)













118

Comment: If the review period was 2018 - 2020 or 2017  - 2020, there would be more 
instances that could be cited of scientific integrity lapses and potential misconduct. Using this 
short timeframe guarantees that the results will be antiseptic and non-problematic.

119 None
120 highly burdensome, time consuming, and frustrating. Being forced to accept comments and 

changes by superiors who are not actively involved in the project is demoralizing, it makes 
me feel powerless.

121 Rolling the entire clearance process into  is very inefficient from a time standpoint.  For 
many products, tech editing, internal technical review, and QA review could go on in parallel 
rather than in series.

122 I have only cleared 2-3 peer review publications and have little experience by which to base 
decisions on this.

123 clearance procedure exists in 
124 N/A
125 clearance should not take months on scientific products.   and  clearance guidance 

is conflicting and should be updated.
126 No Comments
127 Same issues described earlier
128

Communications need to be facilitated (quicker) between offices when dealing with  
 with certain documents. Process needs to go more smoothly

129 Very convoluted systems to create and manage products/data.  

130 Clearance process can take a long time, especially for review from higher officials, and for 
category A research. It is unclear where the product is at during review process, and also not 
always clear notification once the product has been cleared.

131 Have not contributed to any published product in the past 2 years. Internal clearances are 
relatively quick.

(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)

(b) (5), (b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (5)





143

All science products had to be reviewed by the  political leadership, as a result there were 
some products that were never cleared in the 2 calendar year time frame (2019-2020).

144 Somewhat arbitrary decisions are made to have manuscripts and presentations reviewed by 
program offices, and this can take weeks to months

145 I have no comments in the items.
146 Clearance procedures are continually changing and complicated by various QA requirements 

( ).  Scientists are forced to deal with a lot of 
"administrivia" that impacts our productivity, but I suppose it is all necessary and expected 
when working for the Government.

147

Clearance of personal technical products and presentation material occurs expeditiously,
148 It is FUBAR with respect to scientific review &amp; only really acts as a recordkeeping (after 

the fact) procedure.
149 Conflicting advice/requirements between HQ and the Region cannot be resolved because

they are completely separate processes and don't talk to each other.  This places a 
tremendous purely administrative burden on staff working on multi-partner projects.  The 
lead Office's/Region' process should be followed.   I no longer want to participate.   Also the 
planning horizon for simple presentations using pre-approved documents should not add 
weeks for internal invitations with short turn-arounds for reviews for supervisors who are not 
technical experts.   We need technical experts to other technical experts materials.  
Management can and should be aware and sign off if appropriate, but may not have the 
background to judge the science.

150 Just after it's done, share w/ the agency or at least where one could look if interested (I've 
never seen this).

151 My personal experiences with the clearance process was revised by adding the  
 reviewing the work product prior to the release of the work product.

152 The process is complicated and cumbersome.
153 Time estimate for clearance is rarely followed by many approving officials.
154 As I mentioned before, some projects were killed during clearance, some had to go through 

several extra months of internal review, and some went right out without a problem. It was 
not always easy to know which projects would be dragged out.

155 NA

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)





165

166

167

168

169

170

Product clearance varies widely by division. The people in the chain of approval steps can vary 
widely in terms of their attitudes towards clearance. Some always take the maximum amount of 
time regardless of the deliverable's importance. Some may become frustrated if you submit too 
many products for clearance. There is favoritism that seems to happen with clearance where some 
people can get things cleared quickly while others seem to always have to wait a long time. I have 
heard great things about clearance in other divisions. But  frequently has issues that slow 
things down. In addition to the aforementioned issues, products will sometimes be rejected 
without notice to the researchers who submitted them. There isn't much transparency on where 
the item is in the clearance process and what the hold ups are.
For products that require , there is no timeline established. I had a paper 
stuck for 1 1/2 years in clearance.
When I started, a product was considered "in" for managerial purposes if it was in  prior to 
the deadline. This has shifted to now "cleared" by the deadline, which shifts the goalposts up and 
now a "September deadline for FY##" really means June, especially if this is a product needing 
IOAA review or may be controversial. While this just means shifting timelines, the uncertainty in 
when something needs to be in  to be cleared or if it does go through  

 when it will get cleared makes things confusing. While my management has agreed 
upon time-limits for each step within , the uncertainty of  if needed makes the 
pressure to move products through higher. I do not feel pressure to cut corners to get products 
out, but science doesn't move at a known pace and issues like the pandemic can be hugely 
disruptive, and even delays in contract negotiations can cause issues. Yes, management is 
amenable to shifting deadlines, but if they cross a , then it also becomes harder and 
there is pressure to replace a different achievable subproduct with the delayed one. This now has 
increased the workload because a new unplanned subproduct must be created to fill in a gap. The 
science may be good, but I'd rather spend my time working on the best possible paper/subproduct 
even if it will be slightly delayed rather than squeezing in something that may just be there to tick 
a box. EPA has the opportunity to work on projects that aren't bound by short-term grants like 
colleges, that really drive fundamental scientific needs related to the environment and our 
associated decision making.
N/A
No clearance experiences.
NA

(b) (6)

(b) (5), (b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)

(b) (6)(b) (6)

(b) (6)





















267 Documents went up the management review chain and it took months for the documents to 
be approved. This also includes OMB. Every document was considered important and needed 
to be reviewed (historically would not have been reviewed).

268 The clearance process is unclear.
269 The policy climate is always a consideration when evaluating scientific research outcomes 

and how those outcomes are reported.
270 Personally, I did not have any scientific products that I contributed to in the past two years 

that required clearance. I worked with HQs on various documents from which they would 
seek clearance, if needed.

271 This does not pertain to me.
272 No comment
273 Clearance process kept changing throughout the previous administration within my branch at 

 and at our HQs office. It was not always predictable.
274 It has been difficult to conduct research during this pandemic.  

275 na
276 N/A
277 ridiculously complex. Seems paranoid and treats scientist like children
278 I have not had any experience in the past 2 years with this
279 N/A
280 After having collected data of interest to the general public, the validation process took an 

unreasonably long time.  Because of contract-related issues/uncertainties and a lack of 
career staff, it was impossible to tell the public when to expect results, leading to frustration 
and anger from the public.

281 delays were consistence
282 None.
283 No basis for comment.
284 The only issue I would like to see improve in the clearance process is the amount of time.  

Science, especially studies focusing on cutting edge and key issues, necessitate a faster 
review in order to remain competitive with external researchers.  It would be helpful if there 
was an "expedite track" for internal clearance in these instances.

(b) (6)
(b) (6)







309 No experience
310

I have to revisit the requirements every time something needs to be cleared because each 
type of document has different clearance requirements, e.g., number of internal reviews.

311 none
312 10 months is an unacceptable timeframe for clearance of a manuscript.
313 n/a
314 The clearance process took too long to submit by external deadlines.
315 I authored a journal article, but it was unclear the internal clearance process at the Regional 

level. I received clearance approval from  and HQ first then had to circle back to the 
regional approvals.

316 I have no personal experience with the clearance process.
317 it was ok
318 Some products took a long time to clear within 
319 Internal routing/editing can take a considerable amount of time as editors weigh up the chain 

of command.
320 It gets more and more complicated and more and more bureaucratic.
321 No basis to judge
322 There was no consistency on how products were cleared or the amount of time it took for a 

product to be cleared.  There needs to be a new clearance procedure that everyone follows 
throughout the agency.

323 Better education on the process.
324

Paper entered into in 2020 that only recently cleared; required almost one year. This 
was due in large part to slow action on part of approving officials. These kind of delays are 
personally unacceptable and should be institutionally unacceptable.

325 The question is oddly worded as we do not conduct research in ;  
  Delays are typically due to disputes between 

parties which delay decisions and field activities.  The stronger the support for regulatory 
enforcement generally the fewer challenges we face.

326 I have never been involved in that process

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)





338 Getting anything which could have been mildly considered controversial approved was very 
challenging.  Mostly stalled rather that got denied.

339

'-Overall I noted the review process takes a lot of time and sometimes it is vague as to how 
long it will take depending on competing priorities; and clearance also depends on priorities 
of agency at the time (so sometimes it is a bit discouraging to submit things)

340

The process changed suddenly without a new workflow in place, which greatly delayed the 
process of clearing items. Review from program offices became required for certain topics, 
and this review process was a complete black box. Reviews would often be minimal, with no 
real changes, but the process would add weeks to months to clearance.

341 Need effective procedures for internal and inter-agency review/clearance.
342 People who produce a lot with little to no comments have little to no oversight- my 

comments are technical and good but receive rigid scrutiny by first line management- even 
comments I am carrying forth from a retired predecessor who had little to no scrutiny- and 
each time I put forth the comment even though it was previously approved- resulted in 
sending the comment out to a third party ( ) to evaluate

343 Not applicable
344

There is no procedure. People draft reports based on ad-hoc information, and no data 
quality/integrity issues ever come up. It is a well established process to NOT question any 
information presented, we can literally just make things up and that is fine.

345 Individual journal articles, conference presentations or abstracts from my staff generally did 
not need review beyond  and were cleared fairly expeditiously (workload 
notwithstanding). We had a report take 21 months to clear , from when we first briefed 
the AA on the results and delivered the report in March and April 2019 to posting the report 
on the website Dec.31, 2020.

346 N/A
347 Many papers with EPA authors include co-authors from multiple AAships; given that the 

processes can differ (including being not required in the ) this can lead to confusing end 
results or additional time for clearance with several approvers.

348 Oy - is this a survey or a disclosure exercise?
349 N/A

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)





362

I've noticed papers getting stuck for sometimes a long time (months) under management 
review. I'm not sure of a solution, since everyone has too much work to do.

363 SW implementation of the internal clearance process is cumbersome
364 I think the  clearance process for scientific products worked well prior to 2017. The 

 leadership from 2017-2018 broke the standard operating procedures and chaos 
ensued. I'm not sure if the  leadership from 2019-2020 managed to fully restore order, 
and I haven't seen enough of the process under the current  leadership to judge the 
situation now.

365

the  does not have any formal or informal procedures for internal clearance 
or interagency review. managers are not aware of how to process authorship. only a handful 
of employees within the water division are engaged in this activity.

366

Clearance should be done in parallel manner, not sequential.  Too much time is wasted.
367 NA
368

Cross-agency review is not as efficient as  review process. I have been made aware that 
other offices and regions do not have a specific review process that is tracked as it is in . 

 system leads to an organized and consistent process that I would suggest be adopted 
by other parts of EPA. Some individuals who I have collaborated with have indicated to me 
that they wished their offices had processes that were set. And, one individual has indicated 
that they often are asked to rescope work that has already been done, simply because a 
higher management individual preferred that they had looked at something differently or 
more broadly. That should not occur.

369 None
370 As , products are often developed first without the required planning on the objectives. 

However it is often the case that the quality objective is dependent on the best available data 
and the model used is mechanistic.

371

The lines between primarily scientific and primarily policy-based work products is murky and 
makes it difficult to answer these questions.  The one is wrapped up in the other...

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)









398

The  clearance process does not include program (HQ and Regions) review. There are 
times when a research paper has scientific integrity issues because sometimes  doesn't 
know what is a policy conclusion and what is a scientific conclusion and sometimes  
misidentifies applicable statutes, regulations, and place names. I have seen papers get 
published by  researchers with these problems.

399 Many products held up with the  political appointee's review/edits/changes and requests 
for meetings.

400 N/A
401 Clearance is 100% based on the degree to which the product promotes current sociopolitical 

targets (including the past 6 months).
402 The need for mutliple levels of review, while necessary, is frustrating and can often take too 

long. Included in this is the re-review of edited documents.
403 too many questions and too many details
404

The flagging of products as high visibility and needing  just because they 
deal with a particular topic creates delays. The initial supervisor to division level review is 
generally predictable in the amount of time required but then once it is sent to another EPA 
Office the timetable becomes extremely unpredictable and PIs are generally left out of the 
loop as that process is coordinated by other individuals.

405 Documents - even non controversial - would sit waiting for review without any indication of 
when they would proceed or why they were being delayed.

406 Post , our new Center has staff from four different prior organizations with 
very different ways for clearing and making science public. Some strong personalities are 
unwilling to compromise on a new approach to clearance and it is causing great confusion 
and delays .  a forthcoming standard SOP should help

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (5), (b) (6)

(b) (6)





418 I have no idea what the clearance process is - I mean I know it exists, but the process is a 
mystery to me.

419 I haven't authored any scientific products.   I feel that there could be more education on 
more mundane products such as EPA websites and how content is cleared.

420 N/A
421 I don't understand why data are cleared twice for a single publication -- once when the

manuscript is submitted to a journal and again when the manuscript is published. It is two 
levels of review both times--1st and 2nd line supervisors. Maybe the data for a publication 
sometimes changes between journal submission and publication? Why does it take two 
levels of supervisors either time? Do we not trust 1st line supervisors to take their 
responsibilities seriously?

422 Scientific documents have taken years to get approved due to managers not prioritizing their 
review of those documents.

423 N/A
424 No comment.
425 Clearance procedure should be consistent across 
426 NA
427 na
428

It seems like scientific investigations are done, but not written up and QA'd in a timely 
manner.  That makes many investigations useless for real time regulatory decision making.

429 n/a
430 n/a
431 The Trump Administration managed the Science Advisory Board behind the scenes to 

prevent criticism of its rollbacks of environmental protection.
432 As long as the publication supports the current policy, you are good to go. Otherwise no 

chance.
433 It's highly variable. I've waited over a year for review of a couple monitoring reports, whereas 

I've waited a month for another.
434 collaborating with all Regions and HQs

(b) (6)







460 There seemed to be no rhyme or reason to the approval process.  It was almost like not 
approving things was part of the political strategy.

461 I do not believe there is a clearance process. Data analysis is only used for internal process 
evaluation with nonpublic data. Analyses are not formally reviewed, but presented to 
decision makers.

462 there is no known timeline for reporting data to the public/media .... this is always a 
management decision and I as a non-manager have very little to no control over this.

463 The past 4 years are atypical in my EPA experience. It was difficult to predict the content 
retention and timeliness for scientific products that had any political sensitivity or impacts 
over the past 2 years. Political appointees should have greater public scrutiny attached to 
their policy and case-specific decisions.

464 Suggestion - Do not include political appointees in the review chain for scientific information 
release.

465 Some products  were held by the program office longer than expected, and 
for unclear reasons

466 Level of management review for abstracts/posters/presentations has greatly increased, 
impacting review timelines.

467 It has improved as now there are multiple processes to ensure data is reviewed but inter-
agency review can be very difficult because not given enough time, not enough senior 
scientists available for review and the review process is not always clear

468 clearing documents takes an extremely long amount of time
469 N/A.  I onboarded 
470

It has been exceedingly difficult to get things cleared through communications, even if they 
are not at all controversial, because the communications staff is overwhelmed with work 
from the  and does not prioritize the needs of scientists. But also if EPA wants to do 
more EJ work we need we need people who are trained in community engaged and 
stakeholder engaged research, and transdisciplinary research broadly - people who think 
about the implications and ethics of research and how it is conducted and used, which is 
different from public affairs type of communications work.

471 N/A

(b) (6)

(b) (5)

(b) (6)



472

On average, clearance takes 3-6 months in  while in other branches it takes no more 
than 2 weeks.   It makes it very stressful to have outside colloborations and make deadlines 
when your work is in  purgatory for such a long period of time with no action.

473 No basis of judgment
474 Many approvals are necessary and I've consistently had to email/call folks to keep the 

process moving.
475 We have chosen to utilize  procedures, where applicable, due to the clearer nature of 

review in that office.
476 n/a
477 NA
478 Intimidation to change conclusions
479 N/A
480

The clearance process is still a work in progress with desired changes awaiting attention.
481 list the approximate timeline for review/clearance processes
482 N/A
483

The clearance process has become more onerous with each passing year.  It is difficult to 
implement and takes way too long to complete.  Then when individual Centers add on their 
additional review and clearance procedures, it becomes even longer.  Most of these 
procedures have been developed by people that don't conduct science or clear products 
themselves.  So it seems that they have no regard to the over burden the policies they 
develop have on the researchers and the process time line.  Very frustrating process.

484 internal clearance often faces significant delays if supervisors or colleagues are busy or lack 
technical understanding of content. external peer review often takes significantly longer to 
set-up and conduct than expected

485 No problems
486

The improvement has come with a new administration not interested in delaying bad news.

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)







508 Political appointees were very hands-on with reviewing presentations and providing very 
specific instructions for what could and couldn't be presented to external audiences that was 
solely based on political issues.

509 need to be more efficient. Do not treat this as a journal peer-review.
510 The  clearance process has been neither transparent nor consistent which is why we 

started an ELMS project in  to try to create transparent and 
consistent guidance for clearance of technical products.  Under the previous administration, 
everything had to be sent to the AA  which caused needless delays due to political 
interference of what appeared to "scientific games."  We had 2 abstracts delayed by one 
political official and it wasn't until 5:30 pm on the day the abstracts were due that she finally 
gave approval to our Office Director.

511 Most documents were not approved for release or it took a long time.
512 Scientists I work with published alot prior to 2016 (and I was part of clearance).  I was not 

asked to work on clearance within the past two calendar years
513

The clearance process can be discouraging slow for documents in some research area.
514 we don't really prepare scientific products, most of my answers relate to  reports which 

contain scientific data at times but I would not categorize the reports necessarily as scientific 
products.

515 Clearance process went smoothly, though there were various holdups depending on who was 
reviewing the document for publication.

516 It hasn't been too troublesome, though there have been constant changes to the various 
reporting mechanisms during my short time here. The patience and diligence of the staff who 
manage these reporting/filing systems has been invaluable, otherwise the system would by 
labyrinthine.

517 When required to work on policy related guidance and publications (that is based in science) 
that affects all regions, I was not given clear instructions on how to proceed with the 
clearance process, especially with cross-agency review.  There needs to be better support for 
newer employees.

518 On timely basis.
519 n/a
520 None.

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)











566 The internal clearance process was not always straight forward and sometimes can to be 
delayed for political reasons.

567

Some of these questions depend on the nature of the product, review necessary and those 
available to conduct, other ongoing &amp; competing work, etc.  So, despite being grounded 
in an overall, consistent and timely process, it can depend a bit on circumstances so some 
flexibility is warranted, but not beyond what would be reasonable.

568

There have been some improvements in external review of EPA products in HQ-- contractors 
who select the reviewers often put forward people with conflicts of interest or unqualified in 
a needed scientific field.  HQ is allowing the workgroup members to offer comments on the 
reviewers and if we can only afford a few reviewers we prefer people who are highly 
qualified and without obvious conflicts.  If we wanted to get a wide range of conflicting 
opinions regarding implementation we would include people with a conflict of interest.  
Everybody knows everybody in a limited specialty.

569 We need more "in-house" experts to improve efficiency
570 n/a
571  was multimedia and included outside stakeholder involvement
572 N/A
573 The clearance process for products was unnecessarily long and seemingly held up for political 

reasons.
574

I participated in a rigorous clearance process for release of a scientific product to the public 
in 2020. The process include HQ, State and local government partner review. It certainly was 
impartial and inviting additional viewpoints, which in all cases were addressed.

(b) (5)




